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The  transition  from  apartheid  to  integrated  development  is  a  contradictory  process 
characterised by negotiations between an intervention and a market‐driven liberal approach. 
Regarding agriculture, it was expected that a highly efficient and economically viable market‐






this  diversity  can  be  analysed  and  formalised.  In  particular,  it  is  possible  to  model  the 
diversity of rural households into typologies and to understand the strategies of each type of 











In  South  Africa  the  new  political  era  has  come  up  with  much  consideration  on 
agriculture and rural development. Agricultural and land reform programmes are 
currently  viewed  as  important  aspects  of  development.  They  were  likely  to  be 
important  programmes  for  growth  with  an  equity  strategy  in  South  African 
agriculture (Van Rooyen et al. 1994). In the framework of the RDP, according to the 
new  policy  orientations,  Government  services  had  to  direct  their  actions  towards 
“black” or “coloured” production activities (NDA, 1998). 
 




produce  relevant  knowledge  about  these  agricultural  situations  to  help  design, 
implement and assess adapted policy measures. 
 
One  of  the  problem  faced  by  policy  makers  regarding  agriculture  is  that  rural 
farming households are very diverse and the role of agriculture is more important 
and more complex than its sole contribution to income generation. But in this paper 








Cape  Province  (Leliefontein).  This  research  was  part  of  a  research  programme 
supported by the Franco‐South African Scientific co‐operation programme. It was co‐
ordinated by the University of Pretoria (J. Van Rooyen) and INRA (C.Laurent) and 
involved  several  institutions  (U.Pretoria  and  INRA  but  also  the  Agricultural 
Research  Council  (DIA),  the  Department  of  Agriculture  of  the  Northern  Cape 
Province and the CIRAD‐TERA). It has benefited of the commitment of many people 
especially,  J.  Van  Rooyen,  M.Makhura  (UP),  P.Bonnal  (CIRAD‐TERA),  J.Zanberg 
(Department  of  agriculture,  Northern  Cape  Province),  and  the  inhabitants  of  the 
Leliefontein area
1.  
                                                           
1 Of course, any mistake or misinterpretation is the authors’. 

















(access  to  resources,  markets,  knowledge,  etc.)  (Eckert  et  al.,  1995;  Laurent  et  al., 
1998). Transitional forces observed in many rural communities (migration, migrant 
labour, cultural changes), also accentuate these differences. 






Studies  concerning  various  countries  (Larson,  Narain  1998;  Bowler  et  al.,  1991; 
Laurent,  Rémy,  1998)  show  that  it  can  be  misleading  to  consider  that  farming 





Even  when  economic  decisions  are  to  be  made,  the ʺ economic  rationalityʺ  of 
individuals is ʺboundedʺ as they are confronted with uncertain situations. To avoid 
this uncertainty, agents resolve an individual optimisation function under a set of 
constraints  conditioning  the  available  resources (Simon,  1986).  From  an  economic 
point  of  view,  this  results  in  the  substitution  of  the  maximisation  criteria  by 





age  of  each  individual  grows,  and  the  number  of  individuals  contributing  to 




homogenous  decision‐making  centre,  which  is  often  not  the  case.  Such 
representations  assume  that  there  is  unanimity  within  the  household  members 
regarding the pursued objectives (Ribier, 1992). This can be considered as abusive 
simplifications of the reality (Ancey, 1975; Gastellu, 1979; Katz, 1991). Within one 
















































Such  an  approach  seemed  appropriate  to  describe  and  analyse  the  diversity  of 
disadvantaged farming households. It has been implemented in the Northern Cape 
Province 
II.  A  case  study:  building  a  typology  in  the  former  reserve  of 
Leliefontein ‐ Northern Cape 

















                                                           
2 Kamiesberg (1527m): name given by the locals to the former "reserve" of Leliefontein. 
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service by better 
understanding the 
























(Namaqualand)  (Leliefontein) 
(Kimberly) 
            
            
  
Data collection  
            
        
Data collection in 5 villages 
(n=108 households) in 
collaboration with extensionists 
 
























Source: Modiselle 2001 
The final types 
were produced in 
second  typology 
using comments 
Validation of the 




A first typology 
was developed 




A selection of 
variables (“proxy”) 
was used to check 







final results to 
extension 
services 
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A number of information gathering activities were conducted in the area in 1999. 
This  included  interviews  with  representative  of  different  institutions,  first 
sociological interviews of households of the area (n=28), households survey (n=108) 










a)  The  different  functions  of  agricultural  activity  and  the  reasons  driving  the  decisions 












area.  Fifteen  deduced  variables  were  retained  for  the  follow‐up  of  the  typology. 
Taking into account the initial question, these relevant, not‐correlated, variables are 




The  results  were  presented  to  and  discussed  with  the  residents  of  the  area,  the 
Department of Agriculture and various stakeholders involved in the area. 
 




area  obliges  a  large  proportion  of  young  people  to  leave  the  area  to  get  a 
remunerated activity while children and older people find in Leliefontein a place of 
safety. Therefore it does not make sense to consider the area independently from its 












some  people  who  were  interviewed.  Therefore,  the  so‐called ʺ communityʺ  (Kepe, 
1998) of Leliefontein, appears quite heterogeneous. 
 











       
  Professional area  Social area  Family area 
 
  •  Making an economic 
living. Focus on profit 




•  Economic security within a social 
community system 
•  Household consumption and 
subsistence   
•  Redistribution of resources :  •  Investment (saving)   Economic 
functions  intra-generations transfers /      inter-
generations transfer    
      •  Professional status 
•  To have a social status  •  Reduced dependency on 
external institutions and 
relationships 
  •  Boosting their status 




functions  •  Livestock keeping is a tradition 
     
      •  Donkeys are still honoured by 






   •  In some financially stable 
families, women keep animals 









farming  activities).  In  the  social  area,  farming  is  viewed  as  an  economic  security 
within a communal system and enables the process of redistribution of resources. 
Nevertheless, farming is socially more complex if we consider that it conditions a 
social  status  (ownership  of  cattle  for  example)  and  has  religious  functions  (the 
donkeys  for  example).  At  a  family  area  level,  farming  does  not  only  mean 















the  main  feature  of  the  householdʹs  sources  of  income,  strategy  and  possible 
trajectories can be summarised as follow. 
 















                                                           


























































































*  If  job  opportunity  becomes  available,  there  can  be  a  possible  movement  towards  Type  6, 






             






















(n=5)  (n=7) 
  (n=44)   
  (n=12)  (n=22)   




group of the 
area (R43 800 












Want to make a 




farming after a 
previous job. 
Income per 
capita is very low 
(AVE=R615/year
). They cannot 
even afford to 
plough arable 






from the area); 


















interfere in the 
decision making.      





farming with the 



































save money to 
build the herd. 
 
  Livestock is used 
mainly for their 
food security. 
Own labour.   
  Employ labour. 





  Own labour or 
hire it out. 
 
   

































(AVE= 14 LSU)  (AVE=13 LSU) 
 
 * "AVE" = average in the type.  1 Large Livestock Unit (LSU) = 1 head of cattle or 5 heads of small livestock 































Figure 2: Examples of possible trajectories in the Leliefontein area  
 
•  The saving dynamic (      ) schematises the importance of regular source of income during working life. It makes 
possible development of production activities thanks to (i) infrastructure development (accommodation, mechanisation, 
etc.), (ii) financing capacities, (iii) possibility to employ remunerated labour; it and may induce shift from one type to an 
other. 
 
•  The de-capitalisation dynamic (             ) Saving is mainly in the form of livestock, due to the lack of financial services 
at Leliefontein. The unfavourable climatic and natural conditions can reduce rapidly the livestock flock, generating 
situation changes. 
 
•  The unemployment dynamic (        ): The “irregular wage earners”, reaching a certain age, are often confronted with 
difficulties to find remunerated activities. Some people with regular salary may also lose their job. The lack of saving 





of  the  diversity  of  situations  and  the  resulting  inequalities  (production,  factor 
allocation). This may help then to design adapted policy measures (land regulation, 
credit  possibilities,  technical  possibilities,  research  and  extension)  for  the  target 
trajectories. 
 








IV.1. Extension policy and diversity of technical systems  
 






  13 
In the Leliefontein situation it is easy to confirm again this result. For instance, the common 





against  production  risk.  Goats  have  a  better  ability  to  survive  an  inhospitable 
environment and are relatively independent. It is possible to make more money out 
of sheep but they are less hardy. Thus extension service focusing on sheep keeping (i) 









































AL hI i e R i e F d S t d
Sheperd Head of the household Average
 goats
Average




figure  4.  Person  having  the  main 
responsibility of livestock care  
































to  prepare  the  entry  of ʺ disadvantagedʺ  in  the  market‐oriented  farming  sector 
(National Departments of Agriculture and land Affairs, 2000, p.5). It assumes that the 
strengthening of a structured black commercial farming sector will allow to create 

















IV.3. Local development and diversity of family life cycles 
 
In  addition  to  the  previous  facts,  one  must  also  mote  that  households  may  have 
different conceptions of rural development priorities. 













and  lack  of  social  insurance  in  other  sectors  of  activity  often  prevent  migrant 
workers, once they are retired, to stay with their family in the area where they used 










local  development  analysis,  might  deprive  these  households  from  basic  survival 
means  (for  example,  if  land  was  to  be  reserved  for  working  people  only)  and 
disorganise systems of activity which are rooted in several areas. 
 
 Conclusion  
 
The case study of Leliefontein shows that it is possible to describe the diversity of 





may  help  to  better  assess  the  issues  of  alternative  policy  choices  and  avoid  the 
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The    
Poorest 
(n=5)  (n=7) 
4.6%  6.5%  6.5%  (n=12) 
11.1%  (n=22)  (n=44)   
20.4%  10.2%  40.7% 
Gender-head               
Male*  6  25  3  6  4  6  7 




             
             
2 600  21 800  27 300  15 600  26 900  20 600  43 800 
1 100  6 800  11 400  6 900  8 400  2 400 (a)  15 000  Minimum 
5 200  48 600  45 610  32 590  44 400  48 000  97 000  Maximum 
Agricultural 
expenditure** 




430  1 220  1 370  4 960  1 440  740  1 220 
Remittances  0 0.50  0.64  0.36 1 0.75  0.43 
(y=1; n=0)   
200  Amount of 
family 
Remittances** 




             
1 800  3 700  15000  0  1 400  150  0 
Social 
transfer** 
7 950  7 800  2 300  2 180  5 350  10 300  0 
Agricultural 
sales** 




0.57 0.50 0.77 0.67 0.29 0.66 0.71 
 
Units: 
*  Number 
** Rands per year, average per household 
 
(a)  Such  livestock  holders  bought  a  small  numbers  of  livestock  with  the  intention  of 
increasing the stock they hold. Some may have low income because of recent problems they 
encountered,  for  example,  drought  or  the  fact  that  they  have  just  started  with  livestock 
farming. 
  20